In an effort to identify independence issues in our sample of coded studies, we searched on author names and sample size to identify studies that may have used the same subjects to measure the reliability of PEOU, PU, or BI, for the same technology. This review included multiple studies reported in one article and studies reported in different articles. After identifying studies with potential independence issues, we examined these studies in detail. If two or more studies used the same sample to measure the constructs of PEOU, PU, or BI, referencing the same technology (i.e., to evaluate acceptance of the same system), then only one of the studies was included in our sample. We retained or excluded duplicate studies based on the following criteria: (1) the reporting of Cronbach's alphas was given priority over composite reliabilities, (2) the completeness of reporting for other construct reliability coefficients and study characteristics, and (3) precision in measurement reporting. If two or more studies used the same subjects but in different contexts (i.e., one study measured acceptance of a word processing application while another measured acceptance of a database application), then we retained all studies. Below we provide a list of studies that we examined for independence issues as well as specific details on whether we retained or excluded the studies and our exclusion criteria. Quarterly, 1992). This article reported five sets of reliability coefficients from samples in two studies. In study 1, the subjects evaluated e-mail and voice mail, while in study 2, a different set of subjects evaluated word processing, spreadsheet, and graphics application. All sets of reliability coefficients were retained as the subjects evaluated different systems within each study. Sciences, 2001; Information & Management, 2002; Journal of Management Information Systems, 2002). The same subjects were used to evaluate the same technology in three articles. The Journal of Management Information Systems article was retained, and the other two articles were excluded, as the JMIS article used a more comprehensive list of items (four items for PEOU, four for PU, and three for BI) and a more comprehensive model than the Information & Management article (less comprehensive research model) and the Decision Sciences article (used three items for PEOU, three items for PU, and two items for BI). Quarterly, 2008). This article reported reliabilities for two data sets in which subjects were asked to respond to the original form of the TAM instrument and a fast form. Some of the subjects in the second data set also participated in the first data set.
14. Yi et al. (Decision Sciences, 2006; Information & Management, 2006) . Studies from two articles appear to include overlapping subjects.
The Decision Sciences article reported reliabilities from two studies while the Information & Management article reported reliabilities from one study. The Decision Sciences article was retained because it reported reliabilities from two samples, and the single sample in the Information & Management article overlapped with one of the samples from the Decision Sciences article. Note: Similar results were obtained when PU reliability type and PU original scale were included in the analysis, and when BI reliability type was included. Correlations in bold are those that were significant at p-value < .001 and one of the study characteristics in each pair of significant correlations was excluded from further analyses based on the process described below.
Appendix B Studies Included in the Reliability Generalization
Process of Elimination: In order to examine potential overlap or redundancy in the coded study characteristics, a correlational analysis using Spearman's Rho and Phi was performed as shown above. Several study characteristics with significant correlations greater than .25 were identified: (1) technology purpose (hedonic, utilitarian) and technology type (e.g., organizational, computer, etc.) with a correlation of .342, (2) technology purpose and volitional use with a correlation of .269, (3) technology type and volitional use with a correlation of .258, (4) subject type (e.g., student) and age with a correlation of .713, (5) technology type and age with a correlation of .393, and (6) industry with subject type, .383, and age, .323. All other correlations were less than .20. Further examination suggests an overlapping of constructs between technology purpose and technology type as there were no organizational or computer systems that were used for hedonic purposes. We retained technology purpose over technology type for inclusion in our multiple moderator analysis as technology purpose explained more variance in the reliability coefficients and two of the cell sizes for technology type were small (< 17). Similarly, technology purpose and volitional use were found to overlap as hedonic systems were largely voluntary (77 out of 83). We retained subject type over age, as only 90 of 316 PEOU studies reported average age. Lastly, industry was found to overlap with subject type and age as systems used for educational purposes often involved younger, student subjects. We retained subject type over industry, as two of the cell sizes for industry were small (< 12). After thorough examination, we excluded technology type, volitional use, age, and industry from further analysis.
